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CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
FACULTY SENATE SPECIAL MEETING
MINUTES
NOVEMBER 25, 1997
Presiding Officer:
Recording Secretary:

Robert H. Perkins
Marsha Brandt

Meeting was called to order at 4:00 p.m.
ROLL CALL:

Senators:

Visitors:

All Senators or their Alternates were present except Jim Beaghan,
Bret Brodersen, Claire DeMarist, Gerald Gunn, Patrick
O'Shaughnessy, Debra Prigge, Lynn Richmond, Amy Russell, Alberta
Thyfault
Liahna Babener, Anne Denman, Jim Eubanks, Marte Fallshore, Vern
LaBay, Charles McGehee, Barbara Radke, Terrence Schwartz, Libby
Street, Warren Street, Rex Wirth, Lisa Weyandt

1.
REVIEW BY FACULTY to "reconsider" Motion No. 3128 of the October 8, 1997, Faculty
Senate Meeting.
MOTION NO. 3133: Sharon Rosell moved and John Alsoszatai-Petheo seconded a motion
to reconsider the Motion No. 3128.
Motion Passed
Discussion details are on tape and available in the Faculty Senate Office. Bill
<enson addressed the Senate from a memo of his composition directed to Faculty Senators
~nd is also available in the Faculty Senate Office.
MOTION NO. 3134: Cindy Emmans moved and Ken Gamon seconded a motion to stop debate .
Motion Passed
MOTION NO. 3128: "Michelle Kidwell moved and Bill Benson seconded a motion to
suspend the merit process for this year and instead distribute the 1% across the board . "
(Motion No. 3128 WAS DEFEATED by a Roll Call Vote: 7 Aye, 14 Nay, 9 Abstain at the Senate
meeting of October 8, 1997.)
Motion No. 3128 was Defeated
Roll Call Vote: 9 Aye
(Alsoszatai-Petheo, Baxter, Benson, Ely, Gamon, Rosell,
Schaefer, Soliz, Ubelacker)
21 Nay
(Amato, Arlt, Cummings, D'Acquisto, DeVietti, Emmans,
Garrett, Cioffi, Hawkins, Burkholder, Kaminski, Kidwell,
Lewis, Mack, Nesselroad, Ngalamulume, Romboy, Spencer,
Thomas, Williams, Wyatt)
(Accordingly, "a vote of the entire faculty on the action under review shall be conducted
by the Faculty Senate Executive Committee.
The voting procedure shall provide for a
secret vote of the faculty for voting to continue for seven (7) calendar days
(inclusive).")
The vote will be held from December 2 through 8, 1997.
"A majority vote of those faculty voting on the question shall determine the outcome ' of
the review and whether of not the senate action is reversed.
From the date of the filing
of a valid petition for review until the determination of the outcome of the vote of the
faculty on the action under review, the Faculty Senate may not undertake action concerning
1r affecting the original action of the senate under review." Faculty Code, Section 3.45
The results of the faculty vote will be published on December 9, 1997, via e-mail to all
senators, department chairs, academic administrators and will be announced formally at the
January 14, 1998, Senate meeting.
ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m.

SPECIAL
FACULTY SENATE MEETING
4:00p.m., Tuesday, November 25, 1997
Barge 412
AGENDA REVISED(to correct Code wording)

I.

ROLLCALL

II.

REVIEW BY FACULTY
A written petition (attached) for review of the "Senate's decision not to suspend
the merit process and distribute the 1% salary as an across the board adjustment to the
existing salary scale" has been received by the Faculty Senate chair.
Accordingly, a Special meeting of the Faculty is being called by the senate chair
within 10 days after the petition is submitted.
Faculty Code, Section 3.45 - Review by Faculty
All actions of the Faculty Senate shall be subject to review by the university
faculty as defined in Section 2.10. A review shall be conducted only after a
written petition for review has been signed by at least ten percent of the
faculty as defined in Section 2.10 and submitted to the Faculty Senate
chair. The petition for review must be filed no later than 14 days after the
approval of the minutes of the meeting during which the action to be
reviewed was taken. A special meeting of the Faculty Senate shall be called
by the senate chair within 10 days after the petition is submitted. If the
senate refuses to change its position, a vote of the entire faculty on the
action under review shall be conducted by the Faculty Senate Executive
Committee. The voting procedure shall provide for a secret vote of the
faculty and for voting to continue for seven aJ calendar days (inclusjye). A
majority vote of those faculty voting on the question shall determine the
outcome of the review and whether or not the senate action is reversed.
From the date of the filing of a valid petition for review until the
determination of the outcome of the vote of the faculty on the action under
review, the Faculty Senate may not undertake action concerning or
affecting the original action of the senate under review.
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ADJOURNMENT
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Senate Motion 3128 reads as follows:

Dear Rob:

Michelle Kidwell moved and Bill Benson seconded a motion to suspend the merit process for this
year and instead distribute the I% across the Board.

Anached you ,..;u find signatures offaculty who support re-iew of the Senate's decision not to
suspend the merit process and distribute the I% salary as an across the board adjustment to the
existing salary scale.

Motion No. 3128 was Defeated (Roll Call Vote: 7 Aye, 14 Nay, 9 Abstains)

As you undoubtedly know, the Faculty Code allows faculty as well as the Senate to refer all
actions to the entire facully for a vote if they so desire and likewise the Faculty Senate's action
are in their entirety open to reonew and rejection through a majority vote of the regular faculty as
defined in section 2.10 of the Faculty Code. Section 3.45 oftbe Code, which is referred to in our
petition, oullines the procedures required of you under the reonew proonsions.

In short, these proonsions rt!quire that the Faculty Senate Chair call a special meeting of the Senate
within 10 days to reconsider the action that 10"/o of the eligible faculty want reonewed. In this
case, the undersigned faculty are asking that Motion 3128 be reconsidered.
I know thatthiJ review process might appear inconvenient , slow and perhaps not on the "fast
track" for some, but as you will note all Senate actions are really not official until the procedural
rules are fully observed. In this sense, no Senate action is official or to be implemented until 14
days after the minutes of the meeting in which the action was taken are adopted and approved by
the Faculty Senate.

The context of this motion was to reject the implementation of the ill~onceived "Street"
merit/salary adjustment procedure.
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Also, according to information Marsha delivered to my voice mail on 11118, derived from
Academic Accountant Vern Labay the official number of signatures necessary to meet the 10%
requirement is 32. This is derived from the official full time faculty count on 19.
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SPECIAL
FACULTY SENATE MEETING
4:00p.m., Tuesday, November 25,1997
Barge 412
AGENDA

I.

ROLLCALL

II.

REVIEWBYFACULTY
A written petition (attached) for review of the "Senate's decision not to suspend
the merit process and distribute the 1% salary as an across the board adjustment to the
existing salary scale" has been received by the Faculty Senate chair.
Accordingly, a Special meeting of the Faculty is being called by the senate chair
within 10 days after the petition is submitted.
Faculty Code, Section 3.45 - Review by Faculty
All actions of the Faculty Senate shall be subject to review by the university
faculty as defined In Section 2.10. A review shall be conducted only after a
written petition for review has been signed by at least ten percent of the
faculty as defined In Section 2.10 and submitted to the Faculty Senate
chair. The petition for review must be filed no later than 14 days after the
approval of the minutes of the meeting during which the action to be
reviewed was taken. A special meeting of the Faculty Senate shall be called
by the senate chair within 10 days after the petition Is submitted. If the
senate refuses to change its position, a vote of the entire faculty on the
action under review shall be conducted by the Faculty Senate Executive
Committee. The voting procedure shall provide for a secret vote of the
faculty and for voting to continue voting on the question shall determine
the outcome of the review and whether or not the senate action Is reversed.
From the date of the filing of a valid petition for review until the
determination of the outcome of the vote of the faculty on the action under
review, the Faculty Senate may not undertake action concerning or
affecting the original action of the senate under review.

III.

ADJOURNMENT
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Robert Perking
Chair, Facuity Senate
Campus
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We the
in a0091'dance with. procedures outlin'ed in the Fa.culty Code
that the Faculty Senate Chair invoke these provisions for review of Senate Motion 3128.
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De partment ot Sociology
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Senate Motion 3128 reads as foUows:

Dear Rob:

Michelle Kidwell moved and Bill Benson seconded a motion to suspend the merit process for this
year and instead distribute the I o/o across the Board.

Anacbed you will find signarures of faculty who support review ofthe Senate's decision not to
suspend the merit process and distribute rhe I o/o salary as an a.cross the board adjustment to the
existing salary scale.

Motion No. 3128 was Defeated ( RoU Call Vote: 7 Aye, 14 Nay, 9 Abstains)

undoubtedly know, the Faculty Code allows faculty as well as the Senate to refer .all
actions to the entire faculcy for a vote if they so desire and likewise rhe Faculty Senate' sac:tion
are in their entirety open to review and rejection through a majority \'Oie ofrhe regular faculty as
defined in section2.10 of the Faculty Code. Section 3.4S of the Code, whicll is referred to in_our
petition, outlines the procedures required of you under thereview provisions.
A$ you

In short, these provisions ~uire that the Faculty Senate Chair call a special meeting of the Senate
within 10 days t( reconsider he action that 10% of the eligible faculty want reviewed. In this
case, rhe undersigned faculty are asking that Motion 3128 be reconsidered.
I know that this review process miglu appear inCOliVenieot , slow and perhaps not on the "fast
tnck" for some, but as you willlll)le all Senale actions ~ really not official until the proccdw'al
rules are !Wly observed. In this sense. no Senate action is official or to be implemented uatil 14
days after the mimnes of the meeting in whi.Ch the acnon was taken are adopted and approved by

the Faculty Seua.te.
The eomCltl of this motion was to reject the implementation of the ill-conceived "Street "
mmt/salary adjustment procedure.
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Also, according to infunnation Marsha delivered to my voice mail on 11/18, derived from
Acadeaiie Al:countant Vern Labay the official number ofsignanues necessary to meet the 10"/o
rcq_uiremau is 32 This is derived from the official fuU lime faculty count of319.
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Thank you for expediting this matter.
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ROLL
CALL
1997-98
MEETING:
// _..
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OSZATAI-PETHEO, John k
: MATO, Sara
LT, Walter
_
11
BAXTER, LoUISeff.
_ _ BEAGHAN, Jim
_ _ BRODERSEN, Bret
LEARY, Delores
UMMINGS, Bobby
D'ACQUISTO, Leo/{. eMARIST, Claire
eVIETTI,ITerry
f
~~Y,Lisa
.
~E~MANS,· Cindf
~RDAN,Robe
_L_GAMON, Ken ,
_ _GRAY, Loretta
__,.GUNN, Gerald
~HAWKINS, Jimf/..
HOOD, Webster
KAMINSKJ, Waite ~ 1
=: : :KIDWELL,. Mic~hp I f\f_
·
WIS, Keithff.
·
CK, Richard
----4<::...._
. _MONSON, Luettt : )
ELSON, Ivory
ESSELROAD, SidneyN r
__:;_NGALAMULUME, Kala(a/)t
~HAUGHNESSY, Patrick
~PERKINS, Rob
_ _PRIGGE, Debra
CHMOND, Lyn ~ I
MBOY, DieterfV~
OSELL, Sharon
__fiUSSELL, Amy
£1- v/ s HAEFER,Todd rj
LIZ, Jea" f f
). I
ENCER, Andrew 1 y_
OMAS, Carin/ f
THYFAULT, Alberta 11.
BELACKER, Morrist7
~ILLIAMS, Wendy/1/
_y_wvATT, Marlaf j
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FACULTY

SENATE

_ _HACKENBERGER, Steven
_ _ OWENS, Patrick
__JEFFERIES, Stephen
_ _RAUBESON, Linda
- -vacant
__LeENSON, Williamf f _ _ OLSON, Steve
_ _ MUSTAIN, Wendy
_ _ STREET, Warren
_ _ HINTHORNE, James
-~HMITZ, Steven I
1
~GARRETT, Roger;;~ARPER, James
_l,L.CIOFFI, Frank Jl.
_ _FAIRBURN, W~yne
~ETTERBERG, Mark
.....t,L.BURKHOLDER, Peter;)L
_ _HOLDEN, LAD
_ _ GELLENBECK,Ed
_ _BACH, Glen
_ _ GHOSH, Koushik
_,WOODCOCK, Don
- \7-r-DAUWALDER, David
_ _HECKART, Beverly
_ _HOLTFRETER,Robert
_ _ BERTELSON, Cathy
_ _CAPLES, Minerva
_ _BRADLEY, James
_ _ MORENO, Stella
_ _BRAUNSTEIN, Michael
_ _GILLESPIE, Amy
_ _WIRTH, Rex
_ _OLIVERO, Michael
_ _BOERS, Geoffrey
_ _ KURTZ, Martha
_ _BUTTERFIELD, Carol
_ _.ALWIN, John
_ _WEYANDT, Lisa
_ _ SCH CTLER, Carolyn

VISITOR SIGN-IN SHEET

L

Please sign your name and return sheet to Faculty Senate secretary directly after the
meeting.
Thank you.

To:
From:
Subject:
Date:

Faculty Senators
Bill Benson
Motion 3128
November 27, 1997

The issue before us today is quite simply whether the Salary Adjustment Proposal (SAP) adopted
by the Senate in increments from 1992 to 1994 and once again resuscitated in the context of how
to handle salary distribution during 1997/98 biennium, is capable ofbeing implemented consistent
with the Faculty Code.
It is my contention that the SAP proposal has not been incorporated into the Code and that in fact
the princples and thinking that underly it are radically inconsistent with the current Code and its
salary, merit, and promotion provisions.

For example, the current Code very clearly operates on the principle that faculty are to be
compensated on the basis of a salary scale which according to the Code will be mailed to the
faculty at the beginning of Fall quarter.( 8.15) We recently received a copy of that scale and as
you will all note that scale reflects 30 steps. As currently adopted, that scale does not allow for
compensation to be other than that published for the step. The Code does not provide for treating
the steps as salary ranges for any faculty member defined in 2.10. and does not allow a faculty
member at step 30 to be paid more or one at step 1 to be paid less.
The SAP proposal intendedly breaks with the step principle and advocates a compensation
scheme that would treat steps as salary ranges. In addition, the SAP advocates quite clearly imply
that such a "refinement" in the step process will multiply to six the number of salaries possible
within a range. Thus, instead of faculty being confronted with a salary scale of30 steps the
logical outcome of SAP , with the exception that Step 30 presumably can not be paid beyond the
maximum set for that step, the Faculty Salary Scale would result in a 175 step scale.
I thnk this outcome alone is so inconsistent with long established practice of a faculty salary scale
and steps that it should have been totally out of hand by the Code committee immediaterly. It is
in fact, a radical departure from practice and should rank as a totally different process that
requires all the formal procedures for review and amendment of the faculty Code.
This was not done. From my reading of the minutes from 1994 through 1997, I find no record
where the Faculty Senate, the Board of Trustees or the President ever attempted to amend the
Code to fit the SAP proposal. In fact, I find no where in the record, other than the current Code
Committee charge to review a motion allowing faculty who participate in this round of SAP's to
be allowed to use the same evidence the next go round without penalty , that the Code comrnitee
or any other Senate committee held hearings or tried to gauge the reasonableness of this proposal
within the binding procedures allowed in Section 1 of the Faculty Code.
But more disturbing to me than this, after that talking with faculty about the issues involved in the
SAP's proposal, is the general ignorance that faculty exhibit about the proposal. For example,
most faculty do not understand that the proposal as written assumed that a minimum of 4.5%

appropriation from the legislature would be necessary for full implementation and that in the eyes
of the authors of this proposal no salary scale adjustment would ever be made if that threshhold
was not reached. Also, to quote May 18, 1994 Faculty Senate Minutes, it was also declared that:
After much discussion of the comments of faculty, the Personnell Committee modified this
statement to ensure that the only way in which equity or scale adjustments would be possible is
that each person eligible to receive an increment at either level has acheived a full step increase for
each level. The .5% figure is viewed as a minimum only and would never function as the actual
distribution per level except in those cases where the legilsature's award to the university for
salary adjustment is in the neighborhood of a 1% increase overall. Let's suppose that every
person in the university met the minimum criteria at level 1 and that half met the criteria at level 2.
If the group meeting the criteria at level 2 were equally distributed across the salary range, money
would be diverted to salary and scale adjustments only when the amount from the legislature
exceeded approximately 4.5% of current salaries for salary adjustment. The essential effect of
this implementation is that each step will become a salary range instead of a fixed salary. Thus
each step becomes a salary range with six possible salaries that are separated by 0.5%. So, for
example, a person at step 19 who receives a 0. 5% unit increase would be at step 19 .1. Step 19.5
would represent a 2.5% increment after which an additional 0.5%would move the salary to step
20.
I put this in the record to make the following points:
1. This policy is a radical departure from the current Faculty Code's policies on compensation.
Although it clearly allows for promotion to be factored in initially aconsideration determining the
amount available for yearly salary adjustments, it completely reverses the current Code's
emphasis on salary scale adjustments based upon a sum or percentage that corresponds to cost of
living since the last adjustment unless the amount available for adjustments are beyond 4.5%.
2. This procedure appears to completely erase the concept of merit from consideration and
effectively eliminates section 8.40 C ofthe Code, or at least the portion that refers to merit being
a movement in any step to reward outstanding service to the University.
I hope I have said enough to have faculty reconsider the wisdom of allowing experimentation with
a salary adjustment policy that is not fully understood by most faculty and which is obviously
inconsistent with past practice and the Code as currently written.
I would hope that you would reconsider Motion 3128 and vote to recommend that all salary
monies be used for a scale adjustment. The consequence of experimenting with a salary
adjustment procedure that remains unclear to most faculty, which is inconsistent with long
established practice and Code priorities and procedures is to mind to invite disaster. I urge your
support to vote down the SAP's proposal.
2. This policy is a

